contribution to this question. The unique linguistic, as opposed to the thematicstructural, parallels between the texts allow determination, in my opinion, of direct literary dependence: in this instance, between two units from the Greek Additions to Esther and 3 Maccabees.
I. Thematic-Structural Parallels
The oft-cited correspondences between Esther and 3 Maccabees relate primarily to thematic and structural features. Some of these sweeping parallels-their similar story lines, for example-can even be considered striking: in both works, the king promulgates an edict to destroy the Jews, which is then rescinded; the Jews are saved and a holiday established to commemorate their rescue. Another fundamental aspect shared by these stories of rescue is that they take place in a Diaspora setting.
But scholars identify other, more specific affinities. These include many feasts; 7 a Jew foiling a plot to assassinate the king; 8 a false accusation regarding Jewish lack of loyalty to the state; 9 and ascription of responsibility for the unfortunate episode of persecution of the Jews not to the king himself but to royal officials. 10 A further corresponding detail relates to the identical number of people reportedly killed: in Esther the Jews of Shushan kill three hundred of their enemies on the second day (9:15); in 3 Maccabees the rescued Jews kill three hundred renegades whom they encounter on their way home (7:14-15). 11 Other parallels have been suggested. Esther distinguishes between Shushan and the other provinces under Ahasuerus's rule (9:15-18), and 3 Maccabees differentiates between the Jews of Alexandria, at first not included in the death edict, and the remaining Jews of Egypt, who were decreed to destruction from the start (4:12-13). 12 Female characters also figure in both: in Esther the royal female char-7 Esther 1:3-4, 5-12; 2:18; 3:15; 5:4-8; 6:14-7:8; 8:17; 9:17, 18, 19, 22; 3 Macc 4:1, 16; 5:3, 15-17, 36-39; 6:30-31, 33, 35-36, 40; 7:(15), 18, 19-20. 8 Motzo notes that, according to some manuscripts of Greek Esther, the name of one of the potential assassins of Ahasuerus is θευδευτος or θευδοτος, which apparently reflects the influence of 3 Maccabees' θεόδοτος ("Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 274). 9 Esther 3:8; 3 Macc 3:2-7, 16-26. This undergoes significant expansion in the Greek Additions to Esther, in Haman's first letter. As we shall see below, there are linguistic parallels between this letter and 3 Maccabees. 10 Esther 7:6, 8:3-8; 3 Macc 6:24-28; 7:3-7. On the distinction between Esther, in which Haman instigates the plot to persecute the Jews, and 3 Maccabees, in which the king is the instigator, see below.
11 Kopidakes, Το Γ' Μακκαβαιων και ο Αισχυλος, 22; Alexander, "3 Maccabees, Hanukkah and Purim, " 333 n. 16 . 12 Alexander, "3 Maccabees, Hanukkah and Purim, " 333 n. 16.
acter plays a focal role in the story; it is she who is responsible for saving the Jews. In 3 Maccabees Arsinoë, the king's wife, plays a central role at the battle of Raphia; it is largely due to her intervention that the Ptolemies achieve victory in this battle (1:4-5). 13 Various studies go on to identify additional parallels between the two works. One concerns the king's sleep. Esther states: "that night, sleep deserted the king" (6:1); in 3 Maccabees God sends Philopator sweet and deep sleep (5:11-12) to ensure that he would miss the hour designated for executing the Jews. Note that the LXX of Esther attributes the king's sleeplessness to divine intervention: "That night the Lord took sleep from the king" (6:1); accordingly, in both works God saves the Jews by manipulating the king's sleep. 14 Another matter mentioned as a thematic parallel between the two works relates to the enemy's "face" in confrontation with the king. In Esther, confronted by the king's allegation of an attempt to ravish the queen in the palace, Haman's face "falls" (7:8). And, in 3 Maccabees, when the king berates the elephant handler Hermon and threatens him with death after one of the failed attempts to kill the Jews, Hermon's "face fell" (5:31-33). 15 The two works also exhibit structural similarities, in particular, their shaping as stories of reversal. That Esther is structured as a story of dramatic reversal is well known: the Jews who were to be killed are saved; those who sought their death are killed instead. The motif of reversal receives explicit emphasis in the scroll: "the opposite happened, and the Jews got their enemies in their power" (9:1); "the same month which had been transformed for them from one of grief and mourning to one of festive joy" (v. 22). There are also many contrasting parallels between the scroll's beginning and end; for example, the mourning among the Jews when the king's command was issued (4:3) as opposed to the "gladness and joy among the Jews, a feast and a holiday" (8:17) when it was overturned. Third Maccabees as well is a story of reversal: the Jews slated for death were saved, and the renegade Jews were killed. This reversal is reflected both in the language of the story and in the many contrasting parallels between its beginning and end. 16 Thus, the king commands the Jews to celebrate their rescue in the hippodrome, the very place they were to be executed (3 Macc 6:30-31); in addition, the king's wrath is converted to tears (v. 22). Another inversion inheres in how the enemies of the Jews who rejoiced in their expected death brought ignominy upon themselves (v. 34).
The foregoing discussion has focused primarily on the MT of Esther. Comparison of the Greek translation of Esther, with the Additions, to 3 Maccabees elicits additional similarities: the prayers and royal letters found in each. Addition C 13 Ibid., 333. 14 Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 281. contains two prayers: that of Mordecai and that of Esther. 3 Maccabees also has two prayers: that of the high priest Simon (2:2-20) and that of Eleazar, one of the priests in Egypt (6:2-15). Both stories also incorporate two royal letters: one a royal edict concerning the eradication of the Jews (3 Macc 3:12-29; Esth, Addition B), and the second, a royal decree canceling the first (3 Macc 7:1-9; Esth, Addition E). The above-cited parallels by no means comprise the totality of parallels between Esther and 3 Maccabees, but they are the most prominent and representative. 17 To return to the question of dependence between Esther and 3 Maccabees posed in the opening: what conclusions can be reached on the basis of the numerous thematic-structural parallels outlined above? Let me preface the discussion by stating that, in my opinion, a responsible answer would be: almost nothing. That is, the above-mentioned parallels assist our understanding of the nature and components of each of these narratives but do not testify to a direct intertextual linkof agreement, rewriting, or polemic-between these two works. Indeed, some of these parallels are far from unique; moreover, marked differences are discernible within the above-cited parallels themselves. For example, what I noted as perhaps the most striking correspondence, their similar story lines-an attempt to eradicate or to harm the Jews, their rescue, and the mandating of a holiday to commemorate this event-is not unique to these two works and appears elsewhere in Second Temple Jewish literature, including 1 and 2 Maccabees. 18 Nor is the appearance of feasts exclusive to the two works in question. As Philip Alexander notes, feasts are a common literary motif; 19 therefore their presence cannot provide a link between Esther and 3 Maccabees. In addition, the distinct difference between Dositheus, the apostate Jew who saves the king (3 Macc 1:2-3), and Mordecai, the Jew who foils the plot of Bigthan and Teresh (Esth 2:21-23), undermines the argument that the two books share the theme of the king's rescue from assassination. Weaker still are the parallels between Esther and Arsinoë: the former is a Jewish queen who delivers her people from their enemies; the latter, a queen who assists her countrymen in battle. With regard to the Jews avenging themselves on their enemies in 3 Maccabees, as opposed to Esther, their foes are not those who wish to kill the Jews. I argue that, notwithstanding the apparent similarities between the books, we must take note of these and other, more fundamental differences.
More differences between the two narratives of destruction and rescue can be cited. Missing from 3 Maccabees are any echoes of Esther's tale of court intrigue involving Mordecai and Haman, or of bringing Vashti before the king. Further, the identity of the person persecuting the Jews-a king or a high official-differs in 17 On these and other thematic parallels, see Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,' " 274-85. 18 These themes also appear separately in several other books, such as Judith. 19 Alexander, "3 Maccabees, Hanukkah and Purim, " 333-34.
the two stories. Moreover, 3 Maccabees has an entire scene unparalleled in Esther: the attempt to enter the sanctuary. 20 Even the fact that both stories contain prayers has no bearing on our question. The two prayers in Greek Esther are recited in a single time frame, during the three-day fast, before Esther makes her unbidden approach to Ahasuerus. In 3 Maccabees each prayer is recited on a different occasion, and the first prayer belongs to the attempt to desecrate the temple and not to the one to kill the Jews. Besides, 3 Maccabees (5:7-9, 13, 25, 35) refers to other prayers whose texts are not cited; Esther mentions in addition only the cries of the Israelites in the verse linking the two prayers (Addition C 11). Furthermore, as a pervasive theme in Second Temple and in Hellenistic Jewish literature, prayer cannot be considered a unique motif linking these texts. 21 The argument specifically citing the wording of the prayers in 3 Maccabees and the prayers of Mordecai and Esther in Greek Esther as proof of mutual dependence is also unfounded. The vocative κύριε κύριε found in the opening of both Mordecai's prayer (Addition C 2) 22 and Simon's prayer (3 Macc 2:2) is not exceptional and makes its appearance in the Greek translations of a number of biblical and apocryphal prayers. 23 Nor is the salutation βασιλεῦ appended to the phrase κύριε κύριε in 3 Maccabees and Esther indicative of either direct dependence or of mutual influence between these prayers. A similar combination appears in the LXX of Deut 9:26; moreover, in each occurrence, this word is followed by a different object under divine dominion. Nor are other claims submitted regarding the affinity between the two prayers convincing. 24 20 See also Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 283. 21 E.g., Dan 9:4-19; the Prayer of Azariah and the Song of the Three Young Men; Ezra 9:6-15; Neh 1:5-11; 9:5-37; Judith 9; 16:1-18; Tob 3:2-6, 11-15; 2 Macc 1:24-29; 8:2-4, 14-15. 22 Some witnesses have θεέ instead of the second occurrence of κύριε. See Robert Hanhart, ed., Esther (Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum, VIII/3; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), 162. However, the preferred variant is the above-cited one, also because the doubling of the word is not common. 23 (C 20) that the Gentiles wish to extinguish the glory of the divine house and its altar (καὶ σβέσαι δόξαν οἴκου σου καὶ θυσιαστήριόν σου). They assume that this verse was influenced by the story of Philopator's attempt to penetrate the temple, and they see it as proof that 3 Maccabees was composed before Greek Esther. Because of the temple's importance as a Jewish symbol, appropriate in the context of proposed harm to the Jews, this hypothesis is unfounded. As Moore notes, works by Diaspora Jews reflect their concern for the temple and the altar (Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah, 211).
Another point raised in the attempts to establish a relationship between the texts is Esther's omission from the precedents cited in Eleazar's prayer (3 Macc 6:4-8) for the rescue of the Jewish people or individual Jews. Mentioned there are the exodus; Jerusalem's deliverance from Sennacherib; Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah; Daniel; and Jonah. Based on the assumption that 3 Maccabees was familiar with the story of Esther, some scholars perceive its absence as a thundering silence, interpreting it as 3 Maccabees' protest against, or polemic concerning, the Esther story. 25 But this argument is problematic as well. Consideration of the list of examples from Eleazar's prayer shows it to be a microcosm of the story of 3 Maccabees as a whole, from the conflict in Jerusalem to the deliverance of the Jews in Egypt. 26 Its purpose is not to delineate all the past deliverances of the Israelites but rather to build a list that parallels the construction of the narrative. In this case any addition would be detrimental; Esther's absence from this catalogue accordingly makes no contribution to the determination of intertextuality between 3 Maccabees and Esther.
A final point concerns the nature of the holiday established to commemorate the deliverance in 3 Maccabees: "They established . . . a festival, not for drinking and gluttony" (6:36). Some scholars regard this statement as proof that 3 Maccabees was familiar with the Purim celebration and tried to fashion "an ersatz Alexandrian Purim." 27 But Philo's use of similar phrasing with reference to the Passover celebration (Spec. 2.148) and Josephus's comparable style (C. Ap. 2.195-96) make extrapolation of a reference to Purim from this verse impossible. More likely is that this wording reflects a polemic against the idolatrous feasts of the king mentioned earlier in 3 Maccabees, in the framework of its author's struggle against the Dionysian cult. 28 In sum, the parallels listed here between these two works enable neither deduction of familiarity between them nor determination of its direction. Furthermore, the inability to establish direct dependence undermines the historical hypotheses constructed on the basis of the thematic-structural parallels between 3 Maccabees and Esther. 29 More pertinently, the reference to Mordecai's day in connection with Nicanor's day in 2 Maccabees (15:36) suggests that the story of Esther was known in Egypt prior to the arrival of the Greek translation. But this by no means implies knowledge of a Greek version, or that such a version aroused a reaction, or that 3 Maccabees was this response. In addition, we cannot overlook the possibility that, in creating their own holiday of deliverance in 3 Maccabees, the Jews of Egypt utilized the familiar and beloved pattern of the Purim story, irrespective of their acquaintance with a Greek translation of Esther.
II. Intertextuality Nonetheless
Having demonstrated the inconclusive nature of the thematic-structural parallels discussed above, I now turn to a comparative linguistic methodology. This methodology makes possible a more exact determination of the nature of the relationship between the works in question and discloses noteworthy links between 3 Maccabees and Greek Esther.
Various lists of the linguistic similarities between these two texts have been formulated in the past, and they indeed show close affinities. 30 Yet, to my mind, the discussion requires greater precision. As opposed to previous lists, which do not always distinguish between features shared only by these works and words that appear elsewhere in the LXX and sometimes provide thematic, rather than linguistic, examples, the tables below are restricted to words and phrases in the LXX that are unique to Esther and 3 Maccabees. From a methodological viewpoint, only unique linguistic parallels can definitively establish intertextual affinity and deliberate use of one work by the other. In actuality, Greek Esther and 3 Maccabees share nine words that occur nowhere else in the LXX; of these, seven appear in the royal letters, Additions B and E to the Greek version of Esther. A number of additional phrases exhibit shared language; in all, there are some twenty linguistic correspondences between Greek Esther and 3 Maccabees, again, concentrated mainly in the royal letters.
The most significant parallel between Greek Esther and 3 Maccabees relates to a phrase found in ancient Greek literature only in these two works. Ahasuerus's second letter (E 24) commands that any place failing to fulfill the instructions in the letter be destroyed in wrath by "spear and fire" (δόρατι καὶ πυρί). A similar combination, but in reversed order, appears in 3 Macc 5:43, where the king announces in his anger at the Jews that he will level Judah with "fire and spear" (πυρὶ καὶ δόρατι). There are further similarities between these two verses. Both contain the verb καθίστημι accompanied by the temporal expression εἰς τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον. In Esther, the king announces that that place will be "hateful . . . for all time"; in 3 Maccabees, the king boasts that he will burn down the sanctuary, mak-ing it inaccessible forever. The two verses share another word: ἄβατος. In Esther, that place will be inaccessible to people; in 3 Maccabees, the temple is described as inaccessible to the king. 31 Additional examples of words and expressions unique in the LXX further support the assumption of dependence between the two works. The closest correspondences are summarized below. 33 This verb is not unknown in ancient literature, and in writings close to the LXX it appears in a similar meaning in Let. Aris. 258. 34 These two words appear also in the AT of B 4. In this verse in the Additions to Esther (and B 7 below) the word δυσμενής also appears, found elsewhere in the LXX only in 3 Macc 3:2, 7, 25. However, as its gerund δυσμένεια appears in 2 (and 3) Maccabees, and its adverbial form δυσμενῶς is found in 2 Maccabees, it is difficult to consider this word as one shared solely by 3 Maccabees and Esther.
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This As seen from the table, there are nine words unique to 3 Maccabees and Esther. The first three words all occur in Esth B 4. The verb παραπέμπω appears only twice in the LXX, 33 and the adverb διηνεκῶς, which modifies παραπέμπω in Addition B 4, appears elsewhere in the LXX only in 3 Maccabees, as indicated above. 34 The verb δυσνοέω, which appears in the first royal letter in the Additions to Esther and in 3 Maccabees, is considered a neologism in the LXX. 35 Similarly, ὀλεθρία, found in the LXX only in the second royal letter in the Additions to Esther, 36 and twice in 3 Maccabees, is also a neologism. 37 In addition, the verse containing this word in the Additions to Esther contrasts destruction and joy (ἀντ' ὀλεθρίας . . . ἐποίησεν αὐτοῖς εὐφροσύνην), and a similar contrast using almost identical language appears in 3 Macc 6:30 (ἐν ᾧ τόπῳ . . . ὄλεθρον ἀναλαμβάνειν ἐν τούτῳ ἐν εὐφροσύνῃ πάσῃ σωτήρια ἄγειν). The verb μηχανάομαι appears in this form in the LXX only in 3 Maccabees (five times) and in the second royal letter in Esther (E 3). 38 The words ὑπερχαρής and κώθων 39 appear only twice in the LXX: in 3 Maccabees and in Greek Esther, and the word κόμπος appears only twice in the LXX: in 3 Maccabees and in the Additions to Esther, as indicated above. 40 Additional linguistic affinities between the texts take the form of phrases or expressions as summarized in the table on the next page.
The use of the verb ἀφανίζω in a temporal expression with μία ἡμέρα, only here in the LXX, is striking, but (owing to the different phrasing) 41 not as impressive as is the unique collocation-in the first royal letter of Esther and twice in 3 Maccabees-of the verb ἐπαίρω with θράσος in the dative. 42 The word also appears in the AT. 36 Moore suggests that vv. 21-23 are not original to the letter but rather are a later addition (Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah, 237). If that is the case, this word's appearance does not prove a connection between the original version of the letter and 3 Maccabees, but see below. 37 Peter Walters comments that the usual form of the word is ὄλεθρος or ὀλέθριος. With the appearance of the verbs ὀλεθρεύω and ἐξολεθρεύω various nouns were created. In his opinion, the form ὀλεθρία was also influenced by this verb and "it may be sound to bring the noun into closer relation to -εύω by spelling it -εία" (The Text of the Septuagint: Its Corruptions and Their Emendations [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973], 42). Nonetheless, in all three occurrences of this word in Esther and 3 Maccabees its suffix is identical--ία-not Walters's suggested emendation. This perhaps indicates the close relationship between the two works. Josephus, Ant. 11.282 uses the same word in citing this letter from Esther. This word is missing from the AT. 38 A slightly different form of the verb, μηχανεύομαι, appears in the LXX of 2 Chr 26:15, and, according to some manuscripts, in 3 Macc 6:22. All the parallels cited for this verse appear in the AT. 39 Even though the word κώθων appears in the LXX only in 3 Macc 6:31 and Esth 8:17, because the verb κωθωνίζω appears elsewhere in the LXX this parallel carries less weight. 40 Of the final three words, only ὑπερχαρής does not appear in the AT, which has no translation of this verse. 41 Esther 3:13: ἀφανίσαι . . . ἐν ἡμέρᾳ μιᾷ; 3 Macc 4:14: ἀφανίσαι μιᾶς ὑπὸ καιρὸν ἡμέρας (as also in 2 Macc 7:20). 42 Also found in the AT. 43 The verb παρέχω followed by the object εὐστάθεια or εὐσταθές with reference to the regime (called τὰ πράγματα) also is found only once in 3 Maccabees and once in the Additions to Esther. Like Esth B 7, 3 Macc 3:26 contains the following words: εὐστάθεια (or εὐσταθές), τὰ πράγματα, χρόνος, and a word with the root τελ-(3 Macc: τελείως; Esth: διὰ τέλους). 44 Where the verb κατευθύνω appears in 3 Maccabees and in Esther Addition E the supreme god is the subject of the sentence (3 Macc: ὁ μέγας θεός; Esth: ὁ μέγιστος θεός) and the object relates to the regime (3 Macc: τὰ πράγματα; Esth: ἡ βασιλεία). 45 According to the version appearing in a recently published papyrus, we must add to the affinity between the verses another similar, and unique, combination: καθάπερ προαιρούμεθα (E 16); καθὼς προαιρούμεθα (3 Macc 7:2). 46 In addition to μηχανάομαι, the verse from Addition E 3 discussed above shares two other words with 3 Macc 6:24: the verb-object combination ἐπιχειρέω and εὐεργέτης, which is unique in the LXX, as well as the thematic parallel of a plan to assassinate the king who has shown benevolence to them. Another expression in the LXX that appears in the same verse (6:24) in 3 Maccabees and in a different verse in the same royal letter is: τῆς ἀρχῆς . . . καὶ τοῦ πνεύματος (Esth E 12). 47 In addition, the positive attitude of the "good guys" to the regime has lin- 45 See Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 276. This combination is natural in Hellenistic Jewish literature and does not provide strong evidence of a link between 3 Maccabees and Esther. See, e.g., Let. Aris. 216 (but note the variants there).
46 P.Oxy. 4443 l. 4. This is not absolute proof of dependence between the works because, as Passoni Dell'Acqua shows ("Liberation Decree of ' Addition' E in Esther LXX, " 79), this verb is found in correspondence from the Ptolemaic milieu. For similar wording, see Let. Aris. 45. Moreover, this version is not documented in other witnesses of Addition E and may be secondary. Nonetheless, the similarity between the verses assists the overall picture of a link and dependence by the royal letters in the Additions to Esther on 3 Maccabees, to be discussed below. 47 See Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 276. The AT also shares the verb μεθίστημι, but in a different form. guistic parallels in both texts. The verb ἀποδείκνυμι combined with the direct or indirect object βεβαία πίστις is found in the LXX only in 3 Maccabees and Esther Addition B. 48 Two adjacent verses in each book that deal with loyalty to the regime also exhibit linguistic similarities: the combination of the verb καθίστημι with the plural direct object μετόχους, and the combination of the verb πιστεύω with the word πράγματα appears in each, 49 with the word κακοήθεια in the following verse. The word ἀφανισμός in relation to Ἰουδαίοι appears twice in 3 Maccabees and once in Addition E to Esther. 50 The king's philanthropy to individuals and nations is also portrayed in similar language in 3 Macc 3:18 and Esth E 11. 51 The opposition of ὀλεθρία and εὐφροσύνη, as well as the unique phrase πυρὶ καὶ δόρατι, was discussed above. To all this we may perhaps add the use of the word σωτηρία in both books (3 Macc 6:33; Esth E 23) to describe what happened to the king.
In addition to the above-mentioned words and expressions found exclusively in the LXX in 3 Maccabees and Greek Esther, there are a number of words that appear in these two works and one other book in the LXX. 52 In this case as well, many of these words are clustered in the two royal letters in the Additions to Esther.
What conclusions can be drawn from the comparisons listed here? After all, as noted, they comprise only some twenty examples, by no means a substantial number of words or expressions common to both books. Nonetheless, I contend that these data make a decisive contribution to the determination of the relationship between the two works. First, several of these examples pertain to words whose earliest occurrence is attested in the LXX, and to a unique expression that appears . 49 The syntactic structure of the combination of the verb πιστεύω with πράγματα differs in the two occurrences. The corresponding verse in the AT has no affinity to 3 Maccabees. 50 Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 276. As the syntax of the sentences differs totally, this parallel is not definitive. 51 The similar words are ἔχομεν πρός, φιλανθρωπία, and πᾶν ἔθνος (Esth); ἅπαντας ἀνθρώπους (3 Macc); see Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,'" 276. However, these ideas and words are widespread in Hellenistic works on kingship and in royal documents. See, e.g., 2 Macc 14:9; Let. Aris. 290; Welles, Royal Correspondence, 141, lines 16-17. In 3 Macc 7:6 we find a similar combination in which ἐπιείκεια appears instead of φιλανθρωπία. nowhere else in ancient literature. Second, a majority of the examples of linguistic affinity between 3 Maccabees and Esther are concentrated in two of the Additions to Greek Esther: the royal letters. This is noteworthy. If we examine the unique linguistic links between 3 Maccabees and other books in the LXX, we find a range of fourteen shared words with Wisdom of Solomon, nine with Sirach, six with 4 Maccabees, and five with 1 Esdras. In all of these instances, the shared words are scattered throughout the books in question and are not concentrated in a defined literary unit. The unique verbal parallels between 2 and 3 Maccabees are larger in number, but, again, these are not restricted to a specific part of 2 Maccabees. 53 Thus, the clustering of words and combinations shared by 3 Maccabees and Esther in the royal letters in the Additions to Esther indicates close affinity between these letters and 3 Maccabees. Notably, the shared language does not come from the semantic field of royal correspondence; that is, this literary closeness cannot be attributed to genre. Third, backing this affinity are the previous lists of parallels between 3 Maccabees and Esther by Motzo, Moore, and Kopidakes. Even if not all definitive, most of the parallels cited there are concentrated in the royal letters. Fourth, some thirty years ago, based on the similarities in structure and content between the first letter in the Additions to Esther and the first edict of Ptolemy Philopator in 3 Maccabees (3:12-29), Moore postulated that the direction of influence was from the first edict in 3 Maccabees to the Additions to Esther. On the basis of their stylistic similarity, he concluded that both the first and second letters in the Additions were composed by a single author, in Greek, and after the composition of 3 Maccabees. 54 Despite Moore's convincing presentation of the data, not all scholars accept this conclusion. 55 We now come to the heart of this exploration of the issue of literary dependence between the Additions to Esther and 3 Maccabees. Based on Moore's conclusions regarding the authorship and language of the Additions, and the data presented here, I propose to take Moore's argument one step further. The concentration of the linguistic affinities between 3 Maccabees and Esther in the two royal 53 For lists of the words and phrases found in both works that occur nowhere else in the LXX, see Cyril W. Emmet, "The Third Book of Maccabees," APOT 1:156; Hacham, "Third Book of Maccabees, " 104-6. 54 55 See the recent statement by Anna Passoni Dell'Acqua: "It is hard to say whether they were actually respectively drawn from the two parallel edicts of 3 Macc" ("Liberation Decree of ' Addition' E in Esther LXX, " 76).
letters in the Greek Additions and the absence of linguistic or structural kinship between 3 Maccabees and the remainder of Greek Esther back my contention that these two letters specifically were composed after, and influenced by, 3 Maccabees in its entirety. If this were not the case, we would expect to find linguistic links between 3 Maccabees and the other parts of Greek Esther. This contradicts John J. Collins's observation, 56 based on the "verbal parallels between 3 Maccabees and Greek Esther, which are so close as to require us to assume literary influence," that "[i]t is significant that the parallels are not confined to the Greek additions to Esther, as we might expect if 3 Maccabees were prior." 57 The existence of another Greek version of Esther-the Alpha Text-does not influence the conclusions presented here. The scholarly consensus tends overwhelmingly to the view that the Additions to Esther appearing in the AT are a later reworking of the ones found in the LXX. 58 Accordingly, the definitive kinship between Additions B and E and 3 Maccabees was somewhat blurred in their transfer to the AT; as noted, most, but not all, of the linguistic parallels appear also in the AT. 59 Karen H. Jobes takes a different position, arguing that the AT contains the more original version of the Additions, with the possible exception of Additions B and E. 60 The close affinity between 3 Maccabees and Additions B and E, and the assumed direction of influence from 3 Maccabees to the letters in the Greek Additions to Esther, rule out the possibility that the AT was earlier than the LXX with regard to these letters. 61 The proposition that 3 Maccabees influenced the letters in the Additions to Esther perhaps helps resolve a difficult passage in the second royal letter. In Addition E 21-23, the king announces that God has turned the thirteenth of Adar into a day of rejoicing, whose observance is obligatory. This is impossible: earlier, the same edict grants the Jews permission to defend themselves on the thirteenth of Adar, the day of their intended destruction. How, then, could this day be designated a holiday prior to the deliverance? Moore argues that these verses are secondary, and he sets them off parenthetically in his translation. 62 However, the assumption that a later redactor added these problematic verses to an ostensibly coherent text is difficult. One possibility, of course, is to view this as "simply the work of a careless redactor," 63 similar to other inconsistencies and contradictions in this Addition. 64 Even if these verses are the result of carelessness, the assumption of influence by 3 Maccabees on this letter provides a clue to their inclusion. These verses treat topics found in 3 Maccabees: the celebration of the holiday on the day of deliverance, the transformation of destruction to joy, and the fact that, with the deliverance of the Jews, the king was saved as well. Moreover, these very verses contain some of the words shared only by 3 Maccabees and Esther. I suggest that the Addition's author, who was influenced by 3 Maccabees and its terminology, incorporated matters drawn from 3 Maccabees in the conclusion of the letter, in line with his overall approach shaping the letter in accord with this work, as discussed below. Based on the direct linguistic affinity demonstrated through the philological analysis of the vocabulary of the letters and 3 Maccabees, also taking into account their structural-contextual similarities, and perhaps the suggested higher criticism of the ending of the second letter, I conclude that the two royal letters added to the LXX of Esther were composed after 3 Maccabees and display its influence. This has no bearing on the question of the relationship between the remainder of Greek Esther and 3 Maccabees, nor on the issue of the date of composition of 3 Maccabees or of the Additions to Esther. It is possible that the Greek translation of Esther (without the letters) preceded 3 Maccabees and that the latter felt no need either to use the language of the translation or to respond to it in any way. Another possibility is that only the translation of the Hebrew of Esther preceded 3 Maccabees and that the Additions came after the composition of the latter work-and without its influence. Nor can we rule out a scenario in which 3 Maccabees was composed prior to the Greek translation of Esther, but that 3 Maccabees had no impact on Greek Esther. Only one definitive conclusion arises from the discussion here: the royal letters added to Greek Esther were written after 3 Maccabees and manifest its influence, for, if this were not the case, we would expect to find verbal links between 3 Maccabees and the remaining sections of Greek Esther.
a Macedonian minister who threatened the kingdom's stability, as opposed to the loyal minister, Mordecai the Jew. 69 In my opinion, the motivation for what I have identified as the reliance on 3 Maccabees by the author of the royal edicts in the Additions to Esther inheres in the latter's perception of Jewish existence in the Diaspora. Although both texts are Diaspora works, each paints an intrinsically different picture with respect to the essential nature of this existence. Esther's portrayal places the relationship between the king and the Jews in a generally favorable light. Disturbing the idyll is not the king, but his vizier, who is revealed as a traitor to the monarchy. What sparks the crisis is a regrettable mistake, which the king attempts to rectify upon its discovery. Within the kingdom, the Jews constitute a loyal sector; Jews save the king's life and play an active role at court. Nor do the Jews have any innate interest in harming non-Jews; only in the absence of an alternative, when confronted by a non-Jewish attempt to murder them, do the Jews retaliate. Moreover, despite being granted permission to do so, "they did not lay hands on the spoil" (Esth 9:16). In some respects, in Esther the enemy of the Jews is a lone individual and his family. Indeed, the story relates that, prompted by their fear of Mordecai, many non-Jews converted to Judaism.
The crisis between the Jews and the regime is resolved in 3 Maccabees as well. Here, however, the king, not a dastardly individual from his retinue, generates the crisis, and throughout the book the king is explicitly and consistently portrayed as the knave responsible for persecuting the Jews. The king's attribution of the crisis to his advisors and courtiers in his second letter must be viewed simply as selfjustification. In contrast to Esther, 3 Maccabees portrays the crisis not as a regrettable mistake but rather as a manifestation of profound Jewish-Gentile tension. Thus, 3 Maccabees nowhere describes Jewish involvement at court, and the person who saves the king's life is an apostate Jew (1:3). At the same time, in 3 Maccabees the Jews do not seek to harm non-Jews, and it is the hand of God that brings injury to the soldiers marching behind the elephants. At the story's conclusion, fear prevents the enemies of the Jews from doing them harm, and they even return Jewish property (7:21-22). 70 This brief discussion discloses the distinct, underlying attitudes of these texts toward the relationship of the Jews to the regime: in Esther the Jews display confidence in Diaspora life, in the foreign regime, and in the king, whereas reservations and apprehension characterize the Jewish view of these facets in 3 Maccabees. Another contrast relates to Jews killing non-Jews: Esther freely recounts that Jews kill non-Jews. The Persian Jewish author felt secure enough in his environment to portray Jews killing their non-Jewish enemies. This is not the case in 3 Maccabees, where the Jews kill only renegade Jews (7:14-15) but no non-Jews.
Further, the threat against the Jews in each work differs in nature. The edict calling for the eradication of the Jews in Esther is the result of Mordecai's refusal to bow to Haman and is incontrovertible. In contrast, in 3 Maccabees the persecution is grounded in Jewish refusal to participate in the Dionysian rites, but those who join the cult are not subject to the decree. In the reversal at the story's conclusion the Jews kill the renegades who participated in the pagan rites in accord with the royal decree. In other words, in Esther the decree is directed against the Jews; in 3 Maccabees, against Judaism.
Support for this understanding of the accentuation of the religious element in 3 Maccabees comes from a comparison of the feasts in the texts. If in Esther the feasts are a manifestation of the non-Jews' stupidity and materialism, in 3 Maccabees they also, and perhaps primarily, symbolize idolatry. Witness the statement in 3 Macc 4:16 that the king was "organizing feasts in honor of all his idols." 71 In 3 Maccabees the king and the Jews do not sit together to drink, whereas in Esther the feast held for Ahasuerus and Haman, hosted by the Jewish queen, is a crucial turning point in the deliverance of the Jews.
In summation, although the thematic-structural comparisons outlined in the first part of the article fail to reveal intertextuality in the form of a direct polemical relationship between the two texts, they do shed light on each work's definition of the Diaspora Jewish stance with respect to several issues: the degree of trust in the regime's goodwill toward Jews, the appropriate response to non-Jewish hostility, and identification of the main threat to Diaspora Jewish existence. The gap between the positions represented by the texts inheres in each one's apperception of Diaspora reality: the author of 3 Maccabees perceives a threatening alienation and strives to conciliate both the regime and the non-Jews, while retaining his strong adherence to Judaism. In contrast, the author of the book of Esther apparently experiences greater security in Diaspora existence and places trust in the Jewish representatives in government. In the absence of verifiable detail, however, it is nearly impossible to suggest a precise historical identification for the threatening circumstances reflected in 3 Maccabees.
It is in the view of the Diaspora in 3 Maccabees that we must seek the rationale for the incorporation of the royal letters in Greek Esther. These Additions, which voice the difficulty of Jewish life in the Diaspora, are in dissonance with the viewpoint emerging from the Hebrew. By rewriting the viewpoint of Hebrew Esther, these Additions introduce a new, hostile attitude to the book. As David DeSilva recently noted, the Additions reflect "the tension and animosity between Jew and Gentile," and Addition E, the second royal edict, represents 71 συμπόσια ἐπὶ πάντων τῶν ἰδώλων συνιστάμενος. Croy translates, "organized banquets at the sites of all his idols" (3 Maccabees, 17). a different model for Jewish-Gentile relations in which the Gentile authorities acknowledge the positive contributions that Jews make. . . . This Addition gives voice to the hope of the Diaspora Jew that the blamelessness of their conduct . . . would be recognized and valued, rather than . . . their differentness. . . . The simple hope of the author, like that of many Jews, was that their neighbors would "permit the Jews to live under their own laws" . . . without let or hindrance. 72 By relying on 3 Maccabees, the author of the royal edicts in Greek Esther underscores and strengthens these principles. I think this author found in 3 Maccabees a work compatible with his notions regarding Jewish-Gentile relations in the Diaspora, which he subsequently integrated in his Additions to Esther. One focal concept is basic Gentile hostility toward Jews, which then shifts and culminates in royal recognition of the Jewish contribution-and loyalty-to the kingdom. According to both 3 Maccabees and the Additions, this loyalty is sincere and unwavering; doubts are directed to the permanence of the king's favorable attitude toward the Jews, voiced also by means of ironic ridicule of the king. 73 The joint celebration by the king and the Jews in both works expresses their authors' hope for the preservation of this positive attitude on the part of the regime. By incorporating these elements in the letters in the Additions to Esther, their author reflects his view of the reality of his day; at the same time, by endowing these notions with historical backing, implying that this was also the case in the past, the author implants in the readers-familiar either with 3 Maccabees or the current situation-the sense that Jewish existence in the Diaspora, and Jewish-Gentile tension especially, was not a Ptolemaic-Egyptian innovation but part of a spectrum of similar events. The hope embedded in the analogy between these situations also emerges: just as the Jews were saved in Esther's day and achieved ongoing recognition of their religious rights, such an outcome was feasible in the author's day.
A final point: the intertextual affinity identified here between the letters in the Additions to Esther and 3 Maccabees may also work in the opposite direction and enhance our understanding of 3 Maccabees. Several verses there create the impression that, as opposed to most Gentiles, the Greeks had a positive attitude toward Jews (3 Macc 3:6-9). This determination is, however, contradicted elsewhere in the account with respect to the royal retinue, who must have been mainly Greeks (e.g., 2:26; 4:1, 4; 5:3, 21-22, 44; and 6:34). If we accept the assertion that the 72 DeSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 110, 123-25. See also Motzo, "Il rifacimento greco del 'Ester' e il 'III Macc,' " 287. Clines provides a slightly different explanation, that the two documentary additions are to be seen "as a testimony to the impact of the truth of the Jewish religion upon outsiders, neighbours and overlords. " However, he is not sure if these Additions "were made to meet such a particular need in their own time" (Esther Scroll, 173-74).
73 If the king mistakenly failed to recognize Haman's hostility, he could perhaps also fail to recognize Jewish loyalty. Accordingly, the irony may reflect the author's unconscious confession that, in actuality, the foreign king was not partial to Jews. For a similar phenomenon in 3 Maccabees, see Hacham, "Third Book of Maccabees, " 147-62, esp. 155 n. 30, 169-73.
